zation and those of ~he behavioral scientists aftd their ~nolo gy , the greater is the probabil ity that the p r ogram objectives will no be achieved a nd that adverse consequence s wiil be incurred.
To illustrate the importance of careful pro gram e v luation, a review of the litera t ure and an evaluation o f th e effec t iveness and the problems of S' :nsitivity tra i n i n g , a relatively p o pular technique in some management cir~le s , comprise the b o dy of the discussion . Th e article con clud es ~it h t h e prescri p t: o n that t he f a ilure to face squarely t h e val ue i ss ues of behavioral technolo y rna result in the degradat ion of an organizat" o n ' s ability to surv ive , ther~b Y defeati ng the p urp o s e f o r w~ich t h e part icular pro gram wa s ins titut ed in th e f i r st place .
Introduction
Text •• In the decade of the 1970s, we will witness a trend toward the increased application of behavioral scier.ce technology in business, industry, and government. In part, this trend will be spurred by an expanding consciousness of th~ need for social and personal responsibility on a number of dimensions, not the least important of which will be the creation of opportunities for individuals to strive for human dignity in their working environments. Before adopting any specific technique or program, however, m..:..!tagers should carefully evaluate and compare their own objectives, values, and assumptions about the nature of man with those of the specific program under consideration. The central hypothesis of this article is: the greater the degree of incongruence between the obi~ctives, values, and underlying assumptions of the leaders in a given organization and those of the behavioral scientists and their technology, the greater is the probability that the program objectives will not be achieved and that adverse consequences will be incurred.
To illustrate the importance of careful program evaluation, a review of the literat~re and an evaluation of the effectiveness and the problems of sensitivity training, a relatively popular technique in some management circles, comprise the body of the discussion. The article concludes with the prescription that the failure to face squarely the value issues of behavioral technolo gy may result in the degradation of an organization' s ability to survive, thereby defeatin g the purpose for which the particular program was instituted in the first place.
ii In the decade of the 1970s, we will witness a trend toward the increased application of behavioral science technology in business, industry, and government. In part, this trend will be spurred by an expanding consciousness of the n e d for social and personal responsibility on a number of dimens~ons, not the least important of which will be the creation of opportunities for individuals to strive for human dignity in their working environmei"'ts. Before adopting any specific technique or program, however, managers should carefully evaluate and compare their own objectives, values, and assumptions about the nature of man with those of the specific progrem under consideration.! The greater the degree of incongruence between the objectives, values, and underlying assumptions of the leaders in a given organizativn and those of the behavioral scientists and their technology, the greater is the probability that the nrog1·am objecti,~s will not be achieved and that adverse consequences will be incurred. ...increased awareness of and sensitivity to emotional reactions and expressions in himself and in others.
2.
...greater ability to perceive and to learn from the consequences of his actions through attention to feelings, his own and others'/ 3.
...to stimulate the clarification and development of personal values and goals consonant with a democratic and scientific approach to problems of social and personal decision and action. 4.
...the development of concepts and theoretical insights which will serve as tools in linking personal values, goals, and intentions to actions consistent with these inner factors and with the requirements of the situation. Regarding the changes in organizational outcomes, they concluded that concurrent T-group training is at least not incompatible with organizational benefits in terms of increased profits and overall operating efficiency, but they emphasized that this is a far cry from stating that laboratory education is the prescription for an organization's ills.
These three surveys of the literature provide examples of the varying reactions to the T-group method.
Each approached the problems from a different perspective. Failure to achieve any of these functions would be a failure to achieve organizational effectiveness.
The Utilitarian Model.
In contrast, the utilitarian model places the primary focus of the organizational philosophy upon the achievement of the specific, predetermined, economic and technological objectives of the group. The criterion of organizational effectiveness would be öome objective measure, or set of measures, of the group's task performance relevant to those objectives. Familiar descriptors vrhich would be applicable to this model are "task-oriented," or "production-oriented."
The proponents of this model would recognize the noed to maintain at least a working relationship between group members, but would emphasize that organizational This visual model demonstrates the point that group interaction and member satisfaction would be contributing but peripheral factors, and they are not always essential to the final determination of organizational effectiveness.
How would proponents of each of these two models view sensitivity training?
It is not unreasonable to predict that people who would profess to build their individual philosophy of management upon a foundation similar to that of the democratic model would find sensitivity training, if effective, very relevant to leadership effectiveness.
Scott pointed this out:
That democratic leadership and the goals of laboratory training go hand in hand is obvious. Individual self-awarenesö can stem only from a work situation to which an individual feels he has some commitment and involvement. It cannot come from that which, as Argyris says, goes counter to his psychological needs as a mature adult. The democratic climate, therefore, is supportive of and necessary to the development of individual aspirations along higher motivational lines. The realization of greater personal potential stems from an organizational atmosphere which allows its participants freedom to decide and act. If this is stifled by restrictive authoritarianism, the individual as well as the organization suffers.^ Proponents of an organizational philosophy similar to that developed in the utilitarian model would probably perceive sensitivity training from a different perspective.
For example, advocates of this model would probably believe that the test of the value of the T-group would lie in the improvement of the members' ability to achieve the With reference to its ability to deal with problems there is some evidence that the group moves toward an appropriate balance among various kinds of affect and toward an effective interaction of work and emotionality. There also appears to be lawful relationships among emerging total group characteristics such as cohesiveness and productivity.30
29 Robert R. Blake, Jane S. Mouton and B. Fruchter, "A Factor Analysis of Training Group Behavior," Journal of Social Psychology, 1962, pp. 121-130. 30stock, op. cit., p.400
On tho other hand, Bass explored the 5dea of cohesiveness and concluded that the ideals espoused in sensitivity training are similar to those of early Spanish anarchism 31 which was an extremely cohesive but ineffective movement.
He argued that there may be some lessons to be learned:
Ii short, the "destruction" of the customary authority structure in the T-group in order to promote exploration and change in the individual participants, coupled with an emphasis on the values of democracy and consensus, may produce, in some participants at least, sufficient anti-authoritarian leadership attitudes to reduce their contributions to the organization at times when such directive leadership is required.32
He further stated:
This emphasis on freedom is not usually matched by an equally important emphasis on the need for individual responsibility which may constrain the individual. This need to restrict one's freedom to maintain a more responsible stance for the good of the organization is seldom seen in the laboratory situation. Most emphasis is likely to be placed on tolerance of others' needs and on Individjal liberty rather than on the need for individual responsibility.33
To summarize, two conceptual models have been l-riefly developed; i.e. the democratic and the utilitarian models. 
Conclusions and C0mments
In t1e real world, a wide range of organizational philosophies which span a broad continuum encompassing many integrated dimensions replace the two simplistic models developed here. The importance of the seemingly simple conclusion above, i n my opinion, becomes more apparent when we realize that much of the T-group research has been carried out and documented, in many cases, \1.-i.thout any evidence that the implicit philosophical assumptions were ••• to achieve the intended goals of sensitivity training is "good."
••• to strive for or encourage participatory managemP.nt is "good."
• My purpose in this discussion has not been to suggest that manag cs should stop searching for or discontinue the use of effective behavioral technologies. On the contrary, I personally believe that we are now entering an exciting era in which we will witness the increased use of behavioral technology both to improve the quality of life and to enhance our ability to ac<;")mplish the "work" of our society. My main purpose, however, has been to reiterate and emphasize the point tr. 
